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October 31, 2005 06:06 PM

The Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, SW
Washington, DC 20554

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear The Federal Communications Commission:

The flat-fee Universal Service Fund proposal is unfair. I urge you to oppose this ptan. I am one
of the millions of consumers that will be unfairly taxed at a higher rate under the flat fee plan.

The flat-fee would mean a tax hike for people like me -- consumers that use prepaid cellular
phones or make few long distance calls.

1 support the Keep USF Fair Coalition, and monitor this issue on their website. Stopping the flat
fee tax is important to my family - not to mention my pocket book. You will hear from me
again, until this issue is resolved fairly! The flat-fee is unfair, and un-American.

Under the flat fee proposal you are considering, people who make few long distance calls would
pay the same as people or businesses that make many calls. In other words, low-volume and
primarily residential customers would bear the same universal service fund burden as high-

volume residential or business customers. I urge you to reject this flat-fee proposal.
Thank you.

cc: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress
Sincerély:
P a

ccC:

Senator Mark Dayton
Representative John Kline
Senator Norm Coleman
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Nancy Frede
657 Oak Lane , Grand Marsh, Wisconsin 53936

RECEIVED & INSPECTED | November 02, 2005 01:03 PM
Senator Herb Kohl NOV - 9 2005
U.S. Senate
330 Hart Senate Office Building FCC - MAILROOM | DOCKET FILE COPY ORIGINAL

Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Kohl:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change
the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents,
including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change
proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the
system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand
minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero
minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be
penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users,
senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to
unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume
to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on
small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with
monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information.
While I am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to
their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the
FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent
meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without
legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community.
I request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax
couid disproportionately affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincerely,
cc: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress
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Sincerely,

Porwy Frede- E—




Nancy Frede
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NOV - 9 2005
Representative Tom Petri
U.S. House of Re(;;:lesentatives FCC - MAILROOM
2462 Raybum House Office Building DOCKET FILE COPY GRIGINAL

Washington, DC 20515-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Representative Petri:

I bave serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change
the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents,
including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change
proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the
system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand
minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero
minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be
penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many tow-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users,
senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to
unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume
to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on
smal] businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which [ am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with
monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information.
While I am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to
their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the
FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent
meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without
legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community.
I request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax
could disproportionately affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

cc: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress »
f Mo, of Copiga rec'd fz
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Nancy Frede

657 Oak Lane , Grand Marsh, Wisconsin 53936

November 02, 2005 01:03 PM

Senator Russell Feingold

U.S. Senate

506 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

FCcec. M
Al
LROOM |oekET FILE COPY ORIGINAL
Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-43

Dear Senator Feingold:

1 have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change
the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents,
including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change
proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the
system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand
minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero
minutes of long distance a month, Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be
penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users,
senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to
unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume
to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on
small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with
monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC mformation.
While I am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along” these fees to
their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the
FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent
meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without
legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community.
I request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax
could disproportionately affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,
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Marston Birky -
P. O. Box 245 , Wakarusa, Indiana 46573-0245
November 2, 2005

The Federal Communications Commission
4435 12th Street, SW
Washington, DC 20554

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear The Federal Communications Commission;

The flat-fee Universal Service Fund proposal is unfair. I urge you to oppose this plan. I
am one of the millions of consumers that will be unfairly taxed at a higher rate under the
flat fee plan. The flat-fee would mean a tax hike for people like me -- consumers that use
prepaid celiular phones or make few long distance calls.

I support the Keep USF Fair Coalition, and monitor this issue on their website. Stopping
the flat fee tax is important to my family - not to mention my pocket book. You will hear
from me again, until this issue is resolved fairly! The flat-fee is unfair, and un-
American.

Under the flat fee proposal you are considering, peopte who make few long distance calls
would pay the same as people or businesses that make many calls, In other words, low-
volume and primarily residential customers would bear the same universal service fund
burden as high-volume residential or business customers. I urge you to reject this flat-fee
proposal.

Thank you.

cc: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress
Sincerely, |

CC:

Senator Richard Lugar
Representative Mark Souder
Senator Evan Bayh

List ABCDE
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720 calle casita , san ciemente, California 92673-2728% :
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Representative Ken Calvert

U.S. House of Representatives

2201 Rayburn House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Representative Calvert:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC)
position to change the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat
fee.

As you know, USF is currently coliected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay
more into the system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that
someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount
into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents
who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which 1 am a member, keeps me informed about the
USF issue with monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website,
including links to FCC information. While I am aware that federal law does not require
companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they
do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers
taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition’s recent meetings with
top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without
legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to
my community. I request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting
them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on
this matter.

Sincerely,

cc: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress No

of Can; ,
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November 01, 2005 06:58 PM

Representative G. Butterfield

U.S. House of Representatives
413 Cannon House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Representative Butterfield:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC)
position to change the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat
fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be
negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay
more into the system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that
someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount
into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents
who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid
wireless users, senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up
their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding
burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In
addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF
issue with monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links
to FCC information. While I am aware that federal law does not require companies to
recover, or "pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. Asa
consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed,
my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC
officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to
my community. I request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting
them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on

this matter.
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Sincerely,

¢c: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress /

The Federal Communications Commission set
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sandra westmorelamt -
670 crooked run road , elizabeth city, North Carolina 27909

November 01, 2005 12:03 PM

Representative G. Butterfield

U.S. House of Representatives o

413 Cannon House Office Building DOCHET 20 2 pypy ORIGINA)
Washington, DC 20515-0001 e

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Representative Butterfield:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC)
position to change the Universal Service Fuand (USF) collection method to a monthly flat
fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be
negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay
more into the system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that
someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount
into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents
who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid
wireless users, senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up
their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills, Shifting the funding
burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In
addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across
America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the
USF issue with monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website,
including links to FCC information. While ! am aware that federal {aw does not require
companies to recover, or "pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that they
do. As a consumer I would like ensure 1 am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers
taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with
top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without
legislation.

' will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to
my community. I request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting
them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency.

Ma. of Coniga rec'd /0
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Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on
this matter.

Sincerely,

cc: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress
Sincerely,

sandra westmoreland

cC:

The Federal Communications Commission not
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Sallz Hogan

201 Willowbrook Dr. , Kingston, Tennessee 37763-8300

November 01, 2005 12:38 PM

Senator Lamar Alexander

U.S. Senate

302 Hart Senate Office Building AL
: i e ppnv ORIGIMAL

Washington, DC 20510-0001 0 BKET gL F LI

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Alexander:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to
change the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of
your constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted
by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more
into the system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses
one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone
who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources
wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless
users, senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones
due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF
from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a
highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue
with monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC
information. While I am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass
along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like
ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And
according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change
to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my

community. Irequest you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know
how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency.

No. of Canig, ;
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Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this
matter.

Sincerely, :
JSally Hogan % / &,\

cc: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congre.ss
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FCC

Chairman Kevin J. Martin .
445 12th St., SW poGKS T CLE G0PY OAIGINAL
Washington, DC 20554

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Chairman Martin:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' {(FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system.
If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month
of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is
radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across
America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware
that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality
is that they do. As a consumer [ would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my
service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has
plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I
request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could
disproportionately affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Loy A T1Htf

Nancy McFall 7 -
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Debra Cramer DOCKET FILE COPY OAIGINAL

16616 Holder Road, Shirleysburg, Pennsylvania 17260-9603
November 01, 2005

FCC Chairman, Kevin J Martin,
445 12" St. SW, Washington, DC, 20554

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45
Dear Senator Specter:
12:12 P.M.

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions’ (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If
the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of
long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A fiat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their pholles due to unaffordable monthly
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical
and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on sl11all businesses all across America.
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which [ am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While ] am aware
that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is
that they do. As a consumer [ would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my
service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has
plans to change to a fiat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could
disproportionately affect those in your constituency.
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Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this
matter.

Sincerely,
cc: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress
Sincerely,

i Debra Cramer

CC:

The Federal Communications Commission not
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Terry Kelly NOV - 9 2005
8386 N.3 Lane , Gladstone, Michigan 49837
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November 03, 2005 09:14 AM

Senator Debbie Stabenow

U.S. Senate

133 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

DOCKET FILE COPY 021GINAL

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45
Dear Senator Stabenow:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC)
position to change the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat
fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be
negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay
more into the system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that
someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount
into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents
who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid
wireless users, senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up
their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding
burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In
addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across

America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which T am a member, keeps me informed about the
USF issue with monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website,

including links to FCC information. While I am aware that federal law does not require
companies to recover, or "pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that they
do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a
numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent
meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon
and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to
my community. I request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting
them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency.

No. of Cocies rec'd O
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Thank &ou for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on
this matter.

Sincerely, %
%L. Kelly

cc:  FEC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress
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Darlene Schilemmer
506 Harvey St , Kent, Ohio 44240

November 01, 2005 06:24 PM

Representative Tim Ryan

U.S. House of Representatives

222 Cannon House Office Building DOCKET FILY COPY ORIGINAL
Washington, DC 20515-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Representative Ryan:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to
change the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of
your constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted
by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more
into the system. Ifthe FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses
one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone
who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources
wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless
users, senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones
due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF
from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a
highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue
with monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC
information. While I am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass
along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like
ensure I am charged fairly. Ifthe FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And
according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change
to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my
community. I request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know
how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency.

No. of Canies rec’d /O
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Thank you for yotfr continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this
matter.

cc: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress

Sincerely, ’

Darlene Schlemmer ;!‘\u " | (M/h/lfbt >A £ [ (/.[/['47;]7664/
cc:

The Federal Communications Commission not
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November 01, 2005 04:57PM

Senator Elizabeth Dole
555 Disksen Soaate Office Buikding DOCKET #ILE COPY ORIGIAL
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Jomt Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Dole:

1 bave serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to
change the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of
your constituents, including me, my fiiends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted
by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more
into the system.  If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses
one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone
who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources

wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless
users, senior cttizens and low-income restdential and rural consumers, to give up their phones
deze to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF
from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a
highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue
with monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, mchxdmghnkstoFCC
information. While I am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass
along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer 1 would like
ensure | am charged faidy. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And
according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change
to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

Iu&ﬂmnﬂmwtomonﬁordevdopmansonﬂwmandmmsp:udthewmﬂmmy
community. I request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know
how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency.




wammmmwkuﬂlbokﬁxwrdmmmeo@ionmﬂis

matier.
Sincerely,
.~cc: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress
Stncerely,
Barbara Cunningham

CCl

The Federal Communications Commission not
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Marissa Reilly FCC - MAILROOM
3357 Qld Pond Rd. , Johns Island, South Carolina 29455

November 01, 2005 12:29 PM

Senator Jim Demint

U. 8. Senate

340 Russell Senate Office Building DOCKET FILE 00PY ORIGINAL
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Demint:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position
to change the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many
of your constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively
impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more
into the system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who
uses one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as
someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited
resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid
wireless users, senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their
phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of
the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it
would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF
issue with monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to
FCC information. While I am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover,
or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer I
would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will
cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC
has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my

community. I request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them
know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency.

Ma. nf Caonigs ;—ec’di«
List ABCDE
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Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this
matter.

Sincerely,

cc: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress
Sincerely,

cc:

The Federal Communications Commission note
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Ann Loretan
11 Belleview Ave , Ossining, New York 10562-4309

FCC-MAILRQOM

November 01, 2005 11:19 AM

Senator Hillary Clinton DOCKET FILE COPY OAIGINAL
U.S. Senate o _ R
476 Russell Senate Office Building

Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Clinton:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to
change the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of
your constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted
by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more
into the system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses
one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone
who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources
wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless
users, senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones
due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF
from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a
highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue
with monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC
information. While I am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass
along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like
ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And
according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change
to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my
community. I request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know
how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency.

.Nc. of Conigs rec'd__Q_A
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Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this
matter.

Sincerely,

) /cc: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress

| Sincerely, /
AU JZS’LQ &
Ann Loretan ™~

cc.

The Federal Communications Commission not




Douglas PiEEin L

154 Mountain Laurel Lane s en.
Fletcher, NC 28732-5707 RECEVED & |

November 02, 2005

Senator Richard Burr NOV - 9 2005
U.S. Senate
217 Russell Senate Office Building | FCC - MAIL HOM
Washington, DC 20510-0001 -

DOCKET #L COPY oaigiiaL

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Burr:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions’ (FCC) position to
change the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your
constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair
change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF 1s currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the
system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand
minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero
minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be
penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users,
senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to
unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high
volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In additicn, it would have a highly detrimental
effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which [ am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with
monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, inciuding links to FCC information.
While I am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to
their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If
the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent
meetings with top FCC offi(:lals the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without
legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my
community. I request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf; letting them know how a
ﬂat fee tax could dlsproportlonately affect thosg in your constltuency

Thank you-for vour contmued Work and I look forward to heanng about your posmon on this matter.

i Sy b oo ; [ Lo- T i o O
Slncerely, - S o N . LTy
: ; 1.-;,‘. U ST IEA SV I AN SR R ] (A SRR

Dougl P1pp1n er - h .

cc: FCC Chalr Kevm Martln Céngress R No. af ﬁm.m rec'd O
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Carol Brandert
746 Manchester Road , Salina, Kansas 67401-5210
[T et iy,

RECEN;TEEZ%;SPECT]@%

ember 01, 2005 11:33 AM

NOv - 9 2005

Representative Jerry Moran

U.S. House of Representatives
2443 Rayburn House Office Bldg. | FCC - MAILROOM | pOCKET FILE COPY OMICINAI
Washington, DC 20515-0001 ' o s

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45
Dear Representative Moran:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC)
position to change the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat
fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be
negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay
more into the system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that
someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount
into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents
who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid
wireless users, senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up
their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding
burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In
addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across

America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the
USF issue with monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website,

including links to FCC information. While I am aware that federal law does not require
companies to recover, or "pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that they
do. As a consumer I would like ensure 1 am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a
numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent
meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon
and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to
my community. I request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting
them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on

this matter.
Sincere@ : - NG. ©f Conies reg!
anda QLW List ABCDE - rmd‘&_

Cc: FCC Chairman Kévin J. Martin —_—
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FCC - MAILROOM

larg DeLong

Box 142, Avilla, Indiana 46710

November 01, 2005 06:05 PM

Senator Evan Bayh

U.S. Senate

463 Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

APIEE E1 0 O GIMA
Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service ccﬁﬂﬁli&rgé-&& COPY ORIGHIAL

Dear Senator Bayh:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to
change the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of
your constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted
by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more
into the system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses
one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone
who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources
wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless
users, senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones
due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF
from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a
highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue
with monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC
information. While I am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass
along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like
ensure I am charged fairly. Ifthe FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And
according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change
to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I wili continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my
community. I request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know
how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency.

No. of Copj ,
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Ernestine F. Manzo _MAILRC "M

303 Henry Street, Fairview, New Jersey 07022

e de Ji.j S :
4
November 02, 2005 SALM e im:
« n , |
Senator Frank Lautenberg /&JCL 343"7 f/)

U.S. Senate
324 Hart Senate Office Building BOCKET FILE (ppy ;
Washington, DC 20510-0001 A OGN

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45
Dear Senator Lautenberg:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to
change the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of
your constituents, including me, my friends and family, will be negatively impacted by the unfair
change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more
into the system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses
one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone
who uses zero minutes of long distance 2 month. Constituents who use their limited resources
wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless
users, senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones
due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF
from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a
highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue
with monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC
information. While | am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass
along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer 1 would like
ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And
according 1o the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change
to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this
matter.

Na. of 000198 rec’
List ABCDE d"—"Q“"“
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FCC - MAILRO(C:

Stella McDonald

5408 N. Walnut , Spokane, Washington 99205

November 02, 2005 12:13 PM

Representative Cathy McMorris

U.S. House of Representatives DOCKET FILE 0NPY ORIGINAL
1708 Longworth House Office Building '

Washington, DC 20515-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Representative McMorris:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to
change the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of
your constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted
by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more
into the system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses
one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone
who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources
wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless
users, senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones
due to unaffordable monthiy increases on their biils. Shifting the funding burden of the USF
from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a
highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue
with monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC
information. While I am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass
along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like
ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And
according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change
to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my

community. 1request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know
how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency.

—_—



Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this
matter.

Sincerghy
: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress

Sincerely,
Stella McDonald
cC:

FCC General Emait Box
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Nicole Albert  |--CC-MAILROOM
102 Escobar Ct., Los Gatos, California 95032

November 01, 2005 10:53 PM

FCC DOCKET &1 5 p
Chairman Kevin J. Martin P Lopy Onl GIN;
445 12™ St. SW

Washington, DC, 20554

1L

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Chairman Martin;

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to
change the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of
your constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted
by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more
into the system, If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses
one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone
who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources
wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless
users, senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones
due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF
from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a
highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue
with monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC
information. While I am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass
along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like
ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And
according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change
to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

No. of Gopigs rec'd @
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I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my
community. I request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know
how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your time, and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

le Albert



Curtis D Conley
10052A Grove Ct , Westminster, Colorado 80031

ovember 01, 2005 03:28 PM

Senator Wayne Allard

U.S. Senate

521 Dirksen Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

; N LI S AFa Ty ) i
Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96@%6 KET FILE COPY ORIGH JAL

Dear Senator Allard:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions’ (FCC) position to change the Universal
Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends,
family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on their
bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In
addition, it would have a highty detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While [ am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they
do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost
more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat
fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request you
pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect
those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

¢e: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress-—-

Sincerely,
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- MAILROOM
John-Ratiazze: oo™ |

7310 E. McKinley Street
Scottsdale, Az. 85257

DOCKET £y ¢ Copy OAIGINAL

November 2, 2005

FCC Chairman Kevin Martin

The Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, SW

Washington, DC 20554

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Mr. Martin:

The flat-fee Universal Service Fund proposal is unfair. I urge you to oppose this plan. I am
one of the millions of consumers that will be unfairly taxed at a higher rate under the flat fee
plan. The flat-fee would mean a tax hike for people like me -- consumers that use prepaid
cellular phones or make few long distance calls.

I support the Keep USF Fair Coalition, and monitor this issue on their website. Stopping the
flat fee tax is important to my family - not to mention my pocket book. You will hear from me
again, until this issue is resolved fairly! The flat-fee is unfair, and un-American.

Under the flat fee proposal you are considering, people who make few long distance calls
would pay the same as people or businesses that make many calls. In other words, low-
volume and primarily residential customers would bear the same universal service fund burden
as high-volume residential or business customers. I urge you to reject this flat-fee proposal.

Thank you.

Wely .
;/John Rattazz

cC:

Senator John Mc¢Cain
Senator Jon Kyl

Representative J.D. Hayworth - Na. ,.,; Conies rec'd c) _
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Phyllisha King
21700 Miami Dr. , Leb

-MA M

October 31,2005 05:41 PM

The Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, SW
Washington, DC 20554

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear The Federal Communications Commission:

The {lat-fee Universal Service Fund proposal is unfair. I urge you to oppose this plan. [
am one of the millions of consumers that will be unfairly taxed at a higher rate under the
flat fee plan. The flat-fee would mean a tax hike for people like me -- consumers that use
prepaid celiular phones or make few long distance calls.

1 support the Keep USF Fair Coatlition, and monitor this issue on their website. Stopping
the flat fee tax is important to my family - not to mention my pocket book. You will hear
from me again, until this issue is resolved fairly! The flat-fee is unfair, and un-
American.

Under the flat fee proposal you are considering, people who make few long distance calls
would pay the same as people or businesses that make many calls. In other words, low-
volume and primarily residential customers would bear the same universal service fund
burden as high-volume residential or business customers. I urge you to reject this flat-fee
proposal.

Thank you.

cc: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress
Sincerely,

Phyllisha King

ce:

Senator Christopher Bond
Senator Jim Talent
Representative Tke Skelton
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